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attempt to answer this question on the 16th February, Herr Nadolny
reserved his Government's attitude until details were known of the
organization which it was proposed to substitute for the Reichswehr.
On the following day Monsieur Pierre Cot, who was at this time Air
Minister in the French Government, presented on behalf of the
French delegation a resolution by which the General Commission
would adopt the principle "that in Continental Europe an army with
a short-term service and limited effectives is the type of military
organization that represents the most defensive character and with
which mobilization is slowest'; would recommend the * general
adoption of this type of army'; and would decide eto pass on to the
study of the conditions in which this general adoption might be
brought about'. Monsieur Cot explained that in the system con-
templated by the French Government the period of service would
be eight or nine months, and he added that France would agree that
the necessary adaptation of existing systems should take place in
two stages of three or four years each. His speech was conciliatory
in tone, but he emphasized the point that the worst possible system
would be one in which standing armies and militias could exist side
by side, and a reference which he made to c para-military3 associations
in certain countries that had developed a militarist spirit was taken
up by Herr Nadolny with some heat. The German delegate, while
still refusing to make a definite pronouncement for or against the
standardization of armies, declared that he could not accept the
principle that such standardization should be an indispensable con-
dition of a reduction of armaments. On the 18th February Herr
Nadolny went to Berlin to consult his Government, but the new
instructions which he received did not enable him to make any
concessions to the French point of view. The case which he outlined
to the General Commission on the 22nd February was that the
defensive or aggressive character of an army depended not so much
upon its organization and the term of service of its effectives as upon
the defensive or aggressive nature of its armaments.1 Herr Nadohiy
submitted a resolution asking the Commission, before pronouncing
on the principle of standardization of armies, to take a decision on
the abolition of ' offensive' armaments and the limitation of permitted
war material.2 On the following day a vote was taken on the French
1	This was the exact opposite of the French thesis that the nature of the
army must be decided before the nature of the armaments (see p. 237 above).
2	Herr Nadolny took exception to a ruling hy Mr. Henderson that this
resolution was in complete contradiction with the Commission's decision of the
13th February to take effectives first, and when Mr. Henderson declared the
meeting closed the G-erman delegation was manifestly aggrieved. The difficulty

